cially defending the Fourth Gospel. For this task his early residence in Asia and direct eye and ear knowledge of Polycarp, a survivor of the apostolic age, gave him an advantage of which he makes the utmost. He depends, however, for all his specific citations of apostolic tradition upon a written source, now generally admitted to have been the work of Papias, entitled KvpLtaicv Xoytwcov et7yrja-fet. In the passage wherein his principal quotation is made he designates the worthy bishop of Hierapolis as " a man of the earliest period, a hearer of John and companion of Polycarp."5 Eusebius one hundred and forty years later, having the work of Papias before him, and examining it carefully for the specific purpose of determining this particular point, had no difficulty in showing by citation of the passages bearing upon the question that Irenaeus had misinterpreted them, attributing to Papias a much closer connection with the apostolic fountain head of tradition than could be justly claimed.
On the other hand, if Irenaeus was misled by his zeal to establish the unbroken continuity in proconsular Asia of that apostolic tradition whereof he counted himself a providential representative, Eusebius in his turn cannot be altogether acquitted of similar partiality. He also had read the Dialogue of Proclus and Gaius, and on all but one point was as ardently opposed as Ireneus himself to its anti-Johannine criticism. The Roman followers of Gaius, one of whose favorite arguments was to point to the disagreement of the Fourth Gospel with the other three, were to Eusebius as obnoxious as to Hippolytus and to the author of the Muratorianum. He regarded them as "senseless" Alogi, to quote the punning epithet of Epiphanius,6 men who for the sake of ridding themselves of the excesses of the " Phrygian heresy " had i' emptied out the baby with the bath" by rejecting the whole Phrygo-Asiatic canon -Gospel, Epistles,7 and Apoca-BACON: PAPIAS, IRENiEUS . . . EUSEBI'US lypse of John together. On one point of their contention, however, Eusebius was disposed to yield, though the arguments which had convinced him were not, or at least not directly, those of Gaius. Eusebius had been profoundly influenced by the reasoning of another great malleus hereticorum, Dionysius of Alexandria, whose opponents the Chiliasts based their millenarian doctrines, not like the Phrygian champions of the prophetic Spirit on the Johannine canon as a whole, but simply on the Apocalypse. Dionysius cut the ground from under their feet by denying its apostolicity, though he maintained as cordially as ever the authenticity of the Gospel and at least of the first of the Epistles. Henceforth Revelation, the writing which alone of the five made direct claim to Johannine authorship, with direct and explicit attestation by both Papias and Justin Martyr, became the "disputed," and the other four, or at least the Gospel and First Epistle, the "undisputed" Johannine writings. Eusebius quotes at length the argument of Dionysius against the Apocalypse, wherein the Alexandrian scholar displays the skill in literary criticism one might anticipate in a pupil of Origen, showing how completely Revelation differs in style and standpoint from the Gospel and Epistles. Eusebius himself was anything but favorably disposed toward the Chiliasts. He even attributes the crude eschatology he found represented by Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, and other members of the Ephesian school, to the influence of Papias, whom for this very unfair reason he contemptuously sets down as "a very narrow-minded man."8 We are not surprised, therefore, to find him not only quoting the theory of Dionysius with approval, but in his famous list of "admitted," "disputed," and "spurious " books making special exception of Revelation, which if by the Apostle must of course be admitted as canonical; but otherwise cannot even nius, but it was doubtless correct. on the contrary that the peculiarities of this extremely ancient translation furnish evidence only on the opposite side. They are striking enough and eminently consistent, for all tend to the very object the Protestant champion of reactionary views and his Roman Catholic ally have so much at heart. The one great drawback is that they prove altogether too much, evidencing not so much what Eusebius wished to say, as what the translator, whom we may designate S, desired to make him say; for S's loyalty to his author was not equal to his loyalty to current orthodoxy. In short, he takes sides against his own text for a still more stringent interpretation of the long-established Irenaean tradition. Not unnaturally he makes the same kind of nonsense we find in Biblical versions such as the LXX and Targums, whose authors felt it necessary to be more orthodox than the Scriptural writers they professed to translate. As manifesting this Tendenz even the blunders and arbitrary changes of S have value. The tenacity of the Irenwan tradition, in the teeth of positive disproof will teach us two things: (1) A juster valuation of Eusebius' opposition to it. We shall realize both how impossible it is that Eusebius should have made resistance on a point so vital to the church, even retracting his own earlier statements, without a careful and systematic review of the admitted sole source of information on the subject;15 and also how impossible that having made it, his representations should have gone uncontradicted if Papias' treatise, in general circulation as it was for centuries after, had really been misrepresented.
(2) We shall also better realize from it how much more serious was the temptation to Eusebius to understate his correction than to overstate it. As we have seen, his Chronology, a substructure of his History, had embodied at full face-value Ireneus' erroneous placing of Papias, a vital link 15 It was essential to Eusebius' argument to show that Irenseus had no ulterior source of information, but based his statements on the passages adduced. Hence c A6vwpv ypac0vrwv. Ireneus' exclusive dependence on the written work for his knowledge of Papias is proved (against Gutjahr) not merely by his gross misdating of the man, but by his description of the source of his information r-l yAp K\X. in that succession of "Apostles and disciples of Apostles in Asia" so indispensable to all defenders of the Ephesian canon. We must therefore by no means minimize, but rather take at their maximum value, Eusebius' admissions that in the authority on which so much of his case rested there was no claim of direct relation even to the Elder John. Eusebius had made thorough search of the work of Papias, -the only source of evidence known either to Irenaeus or himself,-and is obliged to admit that even the lower ranking which he tries to give its author finds no support in the book. The Papias passages themselves,-the most favorable Eusebius was able to find, -interpreted in their own context, place their author, as we shall see, not at the second, but at the third remove from apostolic authority. Papias was not a hearer even of the "disciples of the Apostles" 19 Abbott had previously taken this view (I.e.) on the basis of Arm. "The words ' the disciples of the Lord' can hardly have followed ' Aristion, 
XeyovL-), the only remaining trace of the chronological distinction. No, S's omission (followed by Arm.) is doubtless
occasioned by the manifest incongruity, which produces the same result in one of the two excerpts of Nicephorus Callistus,23 not to speak of other changes by Rufinus and others 2 at the same point. "Aristo" (sic) and "John the Elder" could not be regarded as "disciples of the Lord" in the same sense as the designation had just been applied to Andrew, Peter, Philip, Thomas, James, John, and Matthew. Changes were felt to be imperative. Arm., which simply adds plural points to the Syriac " the Elder," makes a shrewd guess at the real meaning; but the simplest remedy was to drop the unintelligible clause as a repetition. S understood very well that Andrew, Peter, Philip, and the rest were designated fiLa0lTra (not ATdo'7roXo), because the matter concerned was the transmission of teachings (paO.tpaTa). He knew the first " disciples " included no such names as "Aristion and John the Elder." The clause was patently erroneous; therefore he dropped it along with the 7rore and the Xeyovalv. In the extract he does but one further violence to his text; he changes the spelling of the name "Aristion" Everything here concerns the traditions of "the Elders" which Papias thinks not unworthy to be subjoined to his interpretations of the Lord's oracles. Hence the emphatic position and reiteration of the word "Elders." He bespeaks for their words higher consideration than such traditions are wont to receive because of the care he had taken in collecting them. This method he then describes in two negative clauses and one affirmative: I did not . . . , nor did I . . . , but when a follower of the Elders came along I inquired for the words of the Elders. Finally, he justifies his going beyond the instruction of his own teachers by the superiority of oral tradition thus sifted to books. Whom Papias meant by "the Elders" we have yet to inquire. All that is apparent thus far is that it is not, as S supposes, words of the Lord of which he is here speaking, but " words of the Elders," and that he gives no indication of meaning anything different by the term " Elders" in one part of the passage from what he means in another. True, Eusebius, and Irenaeus before him, took "Elders " in 1. 15 to equal "disciples of the Lord." Jerome actually adds three words to the text (1. 26) to force this meaning upon it. But the evidence that Abbott justly demands28 that the word was ever so used has yet to be supplied. Even if Irenaeus and Eusebius were not misled by the corruption of ol roVTrwv to ol TOV icvpiov, we have seen that Irenaeus was blinded by his own prejudice on this point, and Eusebius was similarly precluded from more than a partial correction. The real distinction which Papias makes is between teachings from " books " and " words of the Elders" who reported To Gutjahr this translation is a God-send, for it makes him a present of the most serious obstacle to his theory, the admitted impossibility of grammatically rendering the pas- Papias was an apxauo? avrwp, a contemporary if not strictly an avTrrfcoos of Apostles, so that those to whom he referred as "the Elders" must be synchronous, if not identical, with "the disciples of the Lord." How much of this idea was due to the textual corruption by which those whom Eusebius assumed to have been Papias' immediate informants were also designated "the disciples of the Lord," we need not pause to estimate. The misconception is certainly present, and a truly dispassionate exegesis of the fragment requires that we take account of the fact. The final step in our inquiry, accordingly, must be an analysis of the extract approached without either of the Eusebian prepossessions as to (a) the closeness of Papias to the Apostles, or (6) his relation to "the Elder John," which, if immediate, would imply that this John also was " in Asia."
We note that Papias "subjoins " Words of the Elders to his "interpretations " in spite of some reason for hesitation (oVic Oicvrf-).
They, too, have value as interpreting the " commandments given by the Lord to the faith," although they would not be so esteemed, if the reader did not know how carefully and discriminatingly they had been gathered. For (1) Papias can testify in his own behalf that he had given heed to the twofold warning of Polycarp 30 against rTvV a,aratdOT?Ta Tr&v T7oXX&y, as well as 7ra *evSoStSaao/caXa. Both these classes of false teaching were already current in 29 Haliras 6 elpl,fvos la'r6parev &S rapaXa3i&yv cbr6 TWrZ their simplicity and orthodoxy with the qualities which attracted the crowd. But this is not for the sake of giving the reader confidence in these unknown men, but in the judgment of Papias himself, whose tastes were unlike the multitude's (e'atpov). But why, if Papias' teachers taught him "the truth," "commandments given by the Lord to the faith," does he resort to others? Every reader asks himself the question, and none of those whose hearts are set on the assumption that his teachers were themselves "the Elders" (or even the Apostles!) gives any heed to the answer Papias himself sets down with all explicitness. He questioned travellers who "came his way" because only thus could he get "the living and abiding voice" of Apostles, the same which to his mind guaranteed the inerrancy (ov8&v jpapre) of Mark. From chance-comers who had been followers of "the Elders" (the same referred to in 1. 2) he inquired what (by the Elders' testimony) the Apostles had said, and what the surviving Elders were saying. He thought he could learn more from these well-authenticated " living " words of the Elders than from his own home teachers, because the latter, excellent as they were, could only give him the contents of books (ra e&c rcov ^3tiXt'o).
Who, then, were "the Elders" whose words the chancecomers reported? We have two means of judging. (1) Eusebius tells us that the authorities largely relied on by Papias for this kind of material were the Aristion and John mentioned, the latter of whom is " distinctly called an Elder " to distinguish him from the Apostle of the same name. In the same generation were the daughters of Philip, whose traditions probably also came to Papias at second hand. But these were themselves in Hierapolis, and were not Elders. He does not mean these, nor does he mean Polycarp, whom, if he were not among the teachers who "taught the truth," we should expect to find named. He means a group or class in which neither Polycarp nor the daughters of Philip would naturally be thought of by the reader, but which did include "Aristion and the Elder John." (2) Ireneeus preserves for us a number of the traditions in question, "what Andrew, or Peter, or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or John, or Matthew, or any other of the Lord's disciples had said" that Papias was obliged in his pursuit of "the living and abiding voice" to question "those who came his way."
